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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 ^ 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

2. Claims 1, 9, 26, 29, 30, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hamlin et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,477,504), Underwood (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,609,128), and Hertzog et al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. US 
2003/0069874). 

3. Hamlin renders obvious independent claims 1 and 30 by the following: 
"...maintaining a survey database..." at col. 13, lines 45-49. 

"...the database comprising the one or more questions..." at col. 13, lines 45-49 and col. 
14, lines 12-14. 
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"...and data identifying a type of input field..." at col. 7, lines 52-54, col.11, lines 27-29, 

and col. 10, lines 37-39. 

"...for each question..." at col. 14, lines 12-14. 

"...wherein the survey database comprises..." at col. 13, lines 45-49. 

"...data display data for each of the one or more questions..." at col. 6, lines 13-14 and 

col. 7, lines 2-17. 

"...indicating how input fields for each of the one or more questions should be 
displayed..." at col.11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17. 
"...the data display data comprising a question field for each of the one or more 
questions comprising its respective question..." at col. 6, lines 13-14, col. 7, lines 2-17, 
and col. 10, lines 37-39. 

"...a response type field for each of the one or more questions..." at col. 7, lines 52-54, 

i 

col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17. 

"...indicating what type of input field should be generated for its respective question..." 
at col. 7, lines 52-54, col.11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17. 
"...and a response parameter field for each of the one or more questions..." at col. 7, 
lines 52-54, col. 7, lines 2-17, and col. 10, lines 37-39. 

"...indicating how the input field corresponding to each respective question should be 
displayed..." at col. 11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17. 
"...wherein each of the one or more questions..." at col. 7, lines 2-17. 
"...indicating a sequence for the one or more questions..." at col. 9, lines 10-15. 
"...wherein each of the one or more questions..." at col. 7, lines 2-17. 
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"...indicating whether each of the one or more questions..." at col. 7, lines 2-17. 
"...should be included in the electronic survey..." at col. 12, lines 18-20 and col. 13, 
lines 45-49. 

"...for each of the one or more questions..." at col. 14, lines 12-14. 

"...not to be included in the survey when executed..." at col. 14, lines 48-52, col. 12, 

lines 18-20, and col. 13, lines 45-49. 

"...corresponding to the electronic survey..." at col. 13, lines 45-49. 

"...receiving a request for a network resource including the electronic survey..." at col. 5, 

lines 14-22. 

"...wherein the request is received at a web server computer..." at col. 5, lines 14-22 
and col. 6, lines 25-27. 

"...maintaining the network resource from a web browser..." at col. 13, lines 57-60 and 
col. 5, lines 62-65. 

"...in response to the request..." at col. 12, lines 27-29. 

"...should be utilized to respond to the request..." at col. 6, lines 13-14 and col. 12, lines 
27-29. 

"...should not be utilized to respond to the request..." at col. 6, lines 13-14 and col. 12, 
lines 27-29. 

"...for displaying the questions..." at col. 7, lines 2-17. 

"...and the input fields..." at col. 11, lines 27-29 and col. 10, lines 37-39. 

"...in a web browser..." at col. 5, lines 62-65. 
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"...determining which questions within the one or more questions..." at col. 12, lines 8- 
17 and col. 7, lines 2-17. 

"...generating, based at least on the data display data..." at col. 6, lines 13-14 and col. 
7, lines 2-17. 

"...and response fields..." at col. 7, lines 52-54 and col. 10, lines 37-39. 

"...as a response to the. request for a network resource..." at col. 12, lines 27-29 and col. 

5, lines 14-22. 

Hamlin does not teach the use of class files, markup languages, activation 
indicators, application names, form names, version numbers, and sequence numbers, 

4. However, Underwood teaches the use of class files, markup languages, 
activation indicators, application names, form names, version numbers as follows: 
"...data comprising activation indicators..." at col. 26, line 19 and col. 226, lines 38-40. 
"...has an activation indicator..." at col. 26, line 19 and col. 226, lines 38-40. 
"...and wherein the class file..." at col. 170, lines 50-52. 
"...does not generate markup language..." at col. 62, lines 23-28. 
"...and an application name..." at col. 175, lines 13-15. 
"...a form name..." at col. 63, lines 32-34. 
"...and a version number..." at col. 255, lines 66-67. 

"...determining whether a previously compiled class file..." at col. 125, lines 30-32 and 
col. 170, lines 50-52. 

"...in response to determining that a previously compiled class file..." at col. 125, lines 
30-32 and col. 170, lines 50-52. 
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"...creating an executable class file..." at col. 170, lines 50-52. 

"...capable of generating markup language..." at col. 62, lines 23-28. 

"...wherein creating the executable class file comprises..." at col. 170, lines 50-52. 

"...are active based upon the activation indicators..." at col. 26, line 19 and col. 226, 

lines 38-40. 

"...code for the executable class file..." at col. 170, lines 50-52. 

"...required to display the active questions..." at col. 112, lines 51-55, col. 26, lines 25- 

27, and col. 280, lines 41-42. 

"...corresponding to the active questions..." at col. 26, lines 25-27 and col. 280, lines 
41-42. 

"...and reordering the code for generating active questions"... at col. 301, lines 61-67, 
col. 26, lines 25-27, and col. 280, lines 41-42. 

"...associated with the active questions..." at col. 26, lines 25-27 and col. 280, lines 41- 
42. 

"...generating the markup language..." at col. 62, lines 23-28. 

"...by executing the class file..." at col. 21, lines 66-67, col. 27, line 1, and col. 170, lines 
50-52. 

"...and returning the markup language..." at col. 63, lines 53-54. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Underwood with Hamlin to use activation indicators in order to 
indicate when an object in a system has become active and should be included in future 
processing of the system. Likewise, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled 
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in the art at the time of the invention to combine Underwood with Hamlin to use class 
files with databases to store survey questions in order to allow users of the system the 
use of modern standard technology for.the storage of data in a database and gain 
greater acceptance of the system. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine Underwood with 
Hamlin to use markup languages to process the class files in order to allow transfer of 
information in the class files over the network through the use of standard technology 
and gain greater acceptance of the system. Finally, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention to combine Underwood with 
Hamlin to use application names, form names, and version numbers in order to allow 
the markup languages to address different components of the system. Hamlin and 
Underwood have related applications and use related technologies. Hamlin and 
Underwood teach the use of computers, the use of databases, the use of networks, the 
use of clients, the use of servers, the sending of requests, the sending of responses, the 
use of fields, and the use of browsers. Hamlin provides the survey database with 
questions, the sending of requests, the sending of responses, and using web browsers 
and Underwood provides activation indicators, compiled class files, markup languages, 
application names, form names, and version numbers. In claim 1, the term "sort" is used 
to suggest the term "reorder". 

Underwood does not teach the use of sequence numbers. 

5. However. Hertzog teaches the use of sequence numbers as follows: 
"...data comprising sequence numbers..." at p. 5, par. 0067. 
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"...has a sequence number..." at p. 5, par. 0067. 
"...based on the sequence numbers..." at p. 5, par. 0067. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Hertzog with Hamlin and Underwood to use sequence numbers in 
order to determine whether the order of the questions has been modified since the last 
sorting, provide a means of sorting the questions into a revised order thus providing 
greater flexability of the system to gain greater acceptance of the system. Hamlin, 
Underwood, and Hertzog have related applications and use related technologies. 
Hamlin, Underwood, and Hertzog teach the use of computers, the use of networks, the 
use of clients, the use of servers, the sending of requests, and the sending of 
responses, Hamlin and Hertzog teach the use of databases, the use of fields, and the 
use of browsers. Hamlin provides the survey database with questions, the sending of 
requests, the sending of responses, and using web browsers, Underwood provides 
activation indicators, compiled class files, markup languages, application names, form 
names, and version numbers, and Hertzog provides sequence numbers. 

6. As per independent claim 26, the "...memory storage for maintaining a 
database...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 3, lines 40-44 and col. 13, lines 45-49, 
the "...and a processing unit coupled to the memory storage, wherein the processing 
unit is operative to...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 3, lines 40-44, 
the "...maintain a survey database.,.," is taught by Hamlin at col. 13, lines 45-49, 
the "...database comprising the one or more questions...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 
13, lines 45-49 and col. 14, lines 12-14, 
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the "...and data identifying a type of input field...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, lines 

52-54, col.11, lines 27-29, and col. 10, lines 37-39, 

the "...for each question...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 14, lines 12-14, 

the. "...wherein the survey database comprises...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 13, lines 

45-49, 

the "...data display data for each of the one or more questions...," is taught by Hamlin at 
col. 6, lines 13-14 and col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...indicating how input fields for each of the one or more questions should be 
displayed...," is taught by Hamlin atcol.11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, 
lines 2-17, 

the "...data display data comprising a question field for each of the one or more 
questions comprising its respective question...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 6, lines 13- 
14, col. 7, lines 2-17, and col. 10, lines 37-39, 

the "...response type field for each of the one or more questions...," is taught by 
Hamblin at col. 7, lines 52-54, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17, 
the "...indicating what type of input field should be generated for its respective 
question..." is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, lines 52-54, col. 11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 
37-39, and col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...and a response parameter field for each of the one or more questions...," is 
taught by Hamblin at col. 7, lines 52-54, col. 7, lines 2-17, and col. 10, lines 37-39, 
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the "...indicating how the input field corresponding to each respective question should 
be displayed...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 11, lines 27-29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and 
col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...data comprising sequence numbers...," is taught by Hertzog at p. 5, par. 0067, 
the "...wherein each of the one or more questions...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, 
lines 2-17, 

the "...has a sequence number indicating a sequence..." is taught by Hertzog at p. 5, 
par. 0067, 

the "...for the one or more questions..." is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, 

the "...data comprising activation indicators..." is taught by Underwood at col. 26, line 

19 and col. 226, lines 38-40, 

the "...wherein each of the one or more questions..." is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, 
lines 2-17, 

the "...has an activation indicator indicating..." is taught by Underwood at col. 26, line 
19 and col. 226, lines 38-40, 

the "...whether each of the one or more questions...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, 
lines 2-17, 

the "...should be included in the electronic survey...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 12, 
lines 18-20 and col. 13, lines 45-49, 

the "...and wherein the class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 170, lines 50-52, 
the "...does not generate markup language...," is taught by Underwood at col. 62, lines 
23-28, 
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the "...for each of the one or more questions...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 7, lines 2- 
17, 

the "...not to be included in the survey when executed...," is taught by Hamblin at col. 

14, lines 48-52, col. 12, lines 18-20, and col. 13, lines 45-49, 

the "...and an application name...," is taught by Underwood at col. 175, lines 13-15, 

the "...corresponding to the electronic survey...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 13, lines 45- 

49, 

the "...form name...," is taught by Underwood at col. 63, lines 32-34, 
the "...and a version number...," is taught by Underwood at col. 255, lines 66-67, 
the "...receive a request for a network resource including the electronic survey...," is 
taught by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22, 

the "...wherein the request is received at a web server computer...," is taught by Hamlin 
at col. 5, lines 14-22 and col. 6, lines 25-27, 

the "...maintaining the network resource from a web browser...," is taught by Hamlin at 
col. 13, lines 57-60 and col. 5, lines 62-65, 

the "...in response to the request...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 12, lines 27-29, 

the "...determine whether a previously compiled class file...," is taught by Underwood at 

col. 125, lines 30-32 and col. 170, lines 50-52, 

the "...should be utilized to respond to the request...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 6, lines 
13-14 and col. 12, lines 27-29, 

the "...in response to determining that a previously compiled class file...," is taught by 
Underwood at col. 125, lines 30-32 and col. 170, lines 50-52, 
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the "...should not be utilized to respond to the request...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 6, 
lines 13-14 and col. 12, lines 27-29, 

the "...create an executable class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 170, lines 50- 
52, 

the "...capable of generating markup language...," is taught by Underwood at col. 62, 
lines 23-28, 

the "...for displaying the questions...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...and the input fields in a web browser...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 11, lines 27- 

29, col. 10, lines 37-39, and col. 5, lines 62-65, 

the "...wherein the processing unit being operative to create the executable class file 
further comprises the processing unit being operative to...," is taught by Underwood at 
col. 170, lines 50-52, 

the "...determine which questions within the one or more questions..." is taught by 
Hamlin at col. 12, lines 8-17 and col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...are active based upon the activation indicators...," is taught by Underwood at col. 
26, line 19 and col. 226, lines 38-40, 

the "...generate, based at least on the data display data...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 
6, lines 13-14 and col. 7, lines 2-17, 

the "...code for the executable class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 170, lines 
50-52, 

the "...required to display the active questions...," is taught by Underwood at col. 112, 
lines 51-55, col. 26, lines 25-27, and col. 280, lines 41-42, 
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the "...and response fields..." is taught by Hamlin at col. 7, lines 52-54 and col. 10, lines 
37-39, 

the "...corresponding to the active questions...," is taught by Underwood at col. 26, lines 
25-27 and col. 280, lines 41 -42, 

the "...and reorder the code for generating active questions...," is taught by Underwood 
at col. 301, lines 61-67, col. 26, lines 25-27, and col. 280, lines 41-42, 
the "...based on the sequence numbers...," is taught by Hertzog at p. 5, par. 0067, 
the "...associated with the active questions...," is taught by Underwood at col. 26, lines 
25-27 and col. 280, lines 41-42, 

the "...generate the markup language...," is taught by Underwood at col. 62, lines 23- 
28, 

the "...by executing the class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 21, lines 66-67, col. 
27, line 1, and col. 170, lines 50-52, 

the "...and return the markup language...," is taught by Underwood at col. 63, lines 53- 
54, 

and the "...as a response to the request for a network resource...," is taught by Hamlin 
at col. 12, lines 27-29 and col. 5, lines 14-22. 

7. As per claims 9, 29, and 33 the "...web server computer...," is taught by 
Underwood at col. 17, lines 61-64, 

the "...is operative to receive response data...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 10, lines 2-4, 
the "..corresponding to the input fields...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 1 1 , lines 27-29 and 
col. 10, lines 37-39, 
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and the "...and to store the response data in a database...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 
13, lines 45-49. 

8. Claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hamlin, Underwood, and Hertzog as applied to the claims 
above, and further in view of Kraft et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,832,239). 

As per claims 2, 27, and 31, the "...determining whether a previously compiled 
class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 125, lines 30-32 and col. 170, lines 50-52, 
the "...should be utilized...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 6, lines 13-14, 
the "...comprises determining whether the request for the network resource...," is taught 
by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22, 

the "...for the network resource...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22, 
but the "...was a first request...," is not taught by either Hamlin, Underwood, or 
Hertzberg. 

However, Kraft teaches the use of first requests as follows: 

"...A request manager 2 04A receives initial requests for resources 
such as files from a client application 208..." at col. 5, lines 
13-14. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kraft with Hamlin, Underwood, and Hertzog to use initial requests 
in order to use a standard procedure to ask for resources such as files and gain greater 
acceptance of the system. Hamlin, Underwood, Hertzog, and Kraft have related 
applications and use related technologies. Hamlin, Underwood, Hertzog, and Kraft 
teach the use of computers, the use of databases, the use of networks, the use of 
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clients, the use of servers, the sending of requests, the sending of responses, the use of 
fields, and the use of browsers. Hamlin provides the survey database with questions, 
the sending of requests, the sending of responses, and using web browsers, 
Underwood provides activation indicators, compiled class files, markup languages, 
application names, form names, and version numbers, Hertzog provides sequence 
numbers, and Kraft provides initial requests. 

9. As per claims 3, 28, and 32, the "...determining whether a previously 
compiled* class file...," is taught by Underwood at col. 125, lines 30-32 and col. 170, 
lines 50-52 

the "...should be utilized...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 6, lines 13-14, 

the "...comprises determining whether the request for the network resource...," is taught 

by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22, 

the "...was a first request...," is taught by Kraft at col. 5, lines 13-14, 

the "...for the network resource...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22, 

the "...or whether a web server...," is taught by Underwood at col. 17, lines 61-64, 

the "...operative to provide the network resource...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 

14-22, 

the "...was reset...," is taught by Hertzog at p. 18, par. 0192, 

the "...since the last time...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 8, lines 61-63 and col. 2, lines 7- 

and the "...network resource was accessed...," is taught by Hamlin at col. 5, lines 14-22. 

Response to Arguments 
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10. Applicants arguments filed 8 September 2005 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. In the first argument for independent claim 1 on page 12, 
paragraph 3, page 13, paragraphs 1 and 2, and page 14, paragraph 1 the Applicants 
state: 

"Amended Claim 1 is patentably distinguishable over the cited art for at least the reason 
that it recites, for example, "wherein the survey database comprises, data display data 
for each of the one or more questions indicating how input fields for each of the one or 
more questions should be displayed, the data display data comprising a question field 
for each of the one or more questions comprising its respective question, a response 
type field for each of the one or more questions indicating what type of input field should 
be generated for its respective question, and a response parameter field for each of the 
one or more questions indicating how the input field corresponding to each respective 
question should be displayed, data comprising sequence numbers wherein each of the 
one or more questions has a sequence number indicating a sequence for the one or 
more questions, data comprising activation indicators wherein each of the one or more 
questions has an activation indicator indicating whether each of the one or more 
questions should be included in the electronic survey and wherein the class file does 
not generate markup language for each of the one or more questions not to be included 
in the survey when executed, and an application name corresponding to the electronic 
survey, a form name, and a version number" and "wherein creating the executable class 
file comprises, determining which questions within the one or more questions are active 
based upon the activation indicators, generating, based at least on the data display 
data, code for the executable class file required to display the active questions and 
response fields corresponding to the active questions, and reordering the code for 
generating active questions based on the sequence numbers associated with the active 
questions." Amended Claims 26 and 30 each includes similar recitations. Support for 
these amendments can be found in the specification at least on page 12, line 22 
through page 13, line 17. In contrast, Hamlin at least does not disclose the 
aforementioned recitations. For example, Hamlin merely discloses that when a network 
user completes a survey, the survey results are automatically sent over a network 
system where they are validated and stored in a corresponding storage unit (e.g. 
database) using validation and insertion commands that are attached to the survey. 
(See col. 13, lines 45-49.) In addition, Hamlin discloses that by interacting with an 
interface, a client can define questions, select responses, edit, reorder, and view the 
survey. (See col. 14, Iines12-14.) In addition, the Examiner stated that Hamlin does not 
teach the use of class files, markup languages, field types, application names, form 
names and version numbers. (See Office Action, page 4, lines 17-18.) Consequently, 
Hamlin discloses automatically sending survey results over a network system where 
they are validated and stored. In Hamlin, a survey database comprising the 
aforementioned data is not disclosed. In addition, Hamlin does not disclose creating the 
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executable class file by determining generating, ... and reordering ... as described 
above. Hamlin is completely silent regarding these recitations." 

The Examiner disagrees. Hamlin teaches the use of a survey price field at col. 10, lines 

37-39. This is a data field that accepts input from users. He also teaches the use of 

pricing parameters at col. 7, lines 2-17. Since Hamlin teaches a system for automating 

surveys containing both questions and responses it is reasonable that a question or an 

response could be combined with the survey price field to provide question fields and 

response fields. In fact, Hamlin provides a means of selection mechanism for response 

types at col. 7, lines 50-54, which could easily be expanded to include response data 

entry fields. This is a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which forms the basis for an 

obviousness rejection. Three references have been combined for this rejection, which 

are Hamlin, Underwood, Hertzog. Underwood and Hertzog teach all the limitations that 

are not taught by Hamlin. For example, Underwood teaches the use of activation 

indicators, class files, markup languages, application names, form names, and version 

numbers and Hertzog teaches the use of sequence numbers. Two new features have 

been added to this claim by amendment, sequence numbers and activation indicators. 

Hertzog teaches the use of sequence numbers at p. 5, par. 0067 and Underwood 

teaches the use of activation indicators at col. 26, line 19 and col. 226, lines 38-40. An 

active question is a question for which an activation indicator has been set. The four 

sections of the obviousness rejection for independent claim 1 shown above 

demonstrates in detail how the features in the four references are put together to render 

obvious the various limitations of amended independent claim 1 . 
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11. In the second argument for independent claim 1 on page 14, paragraph 2 
the Applicants state: 

"Furthermore, Piller does not overcome Hamlin's deficiencies." 

The Examiner disagrees. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Piller is no 
longer used in the obviousness rejection. Hamlin, Underwood, and Hertzog aretheonly 
references used. 

12. In the third argument for independent claim 1 on page 14, paragraph 3 the 
Applicants state: 

"Moreover, Hertzog does not overcome Hamlin's and Piller's deficiencies." 
The Examiner disagrees. Hertzog teaches the use of sequence numbers. The response 
to the first argument has shown that this is a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which forms the 
basis for an obviousness rejection. The role of Hertzog in the obviousness rejection is 
defined in the response to the first argument. 

1 3. In the fourth argument for independent claim *1 on page 1 5, paragraph 1 
the Applicants state: 

"In addition, Underwood does not overcome Hamlin's, Piller's, and Hertzog's 
deficiencies." 

The Examiner disagrees. Underwood teaches the use of activation indicators, class 
files, markup languages, application names, form names, and version numbers. The 
response to the first argument has shown that this is a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which 
forms the basis for an obviousness rejection. The role of Underwood in the obviousness 
rejection is defined in the response to the first argument. 
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14. In the fifth argument for independent claims 1 , 26, and 30 on page 15, 
paragraph 2 the Applicants state: 

"Combining Hamlin with Piller, Hertzog, and Underwood would not have led to the 
claimed invention because Hamlin, Pilfer, Hertzog, and Underwood, either individually 
or in combination, at least do not disclose the aforementioned recitations, as recited by 
amended Claim 1 . Amended Claims 26 and 30 each includes similar recitations. 
Accordingly, independent Claims 1 , 26, and 30 each patentably distinguishes the 
present invention over the cited art, and Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of 
this rejection of Claims 1 , 26, and 30." 

The Examiner disagrees. The responses to the first four arguments have shown that 
independent claim 1 is rendered obvious. Since amended claims 26 and 30 include 
similar recitation of the limitations in amended independent claim 1 then claims 26 and 
30 are still rendered obvious. 

15. In the sixth argument for claims 9, 29, and 33 on page 15, paragraph 3 the 
Applicants state: 

"Dependent Claims 9, 29, and 33 are also allowable at least for the reasons described 
above regarding independent Claims 1, 26, and 30, and by virtue of their respective 
dependencies upon independent Claims 1, 26, and 30. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection of dependent Claims 9, 29, and 33. 

The Examiner disagrees. Since the responses to the first five arguments have shown 

that independent claims 1, 26, and 30 are rendered obvious, claims 9, 29, and 33 

depend on independent claims 1 , 26, and 30 respectively, and no additional arguments 

have been provided for any of these claims then claims 9, 29, and 33 are still rendered 

obvious. 

16. In the seventh argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31 , and 32 on page 15, 



paragraph 4 and page 16, paragraph 1 the Applicants state: 
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"Dependent Claims 2 and 3 are patentably distinguishable over the cited art for at least 
for the reason that they include, due to their dependency on amended independent 
Claim 1, the recitation stated above with respect to Section I. Dependent Claims 27, 28, 
31 , and 32 are patentably distinguishable over the cited art for at least for the reason 
that they include similar recitations." 

The Examiner disagrees. Since the responses to the first five arguments have shown 
that independent claims 1, 26, and 30 are rendered obvious, claims 2 and 3 depend on 
independent claim 1, claims 27 and 28 depend on independent claim 26, and claims 31 
and 32 depend on independent claim 30, and no additional arguments have been 
provided for any of these claims then claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 are still rendered 
obvious. 

17. In the eighth argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 on page 16, 
paragraph 2 the Applicants state: 

"As stated above, Hamlin at least does not disclose the aforementioned recitations." 
The Examiner disagrees. Hamlin teaches many features of amended independent 
claims 1 , 26, and 30. The response to the first argument has shown that this is a 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which forms the basis for an obviousness rejection. The role of 
Hamlin in the obviousness rejection is defined in the response to the first argument. 
Since the responses to the first five arguments have shown that independent claims 1 , 
26, and 30 are rendered obvious, claims 2 and 3 depend on independent claim 1 , 
claims 27 and 28 depend on independent claim 26, and claims 31 and 32 depend on 
independent claim 30, and no additional arguments have been provided for any of these 
claims then claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 are still rendered obvious. 
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18. In the ninth argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31 , and 32 on page 16, 
paragraph 3 the Applicants state: 

Furthermore, and as also stated above, Piller does not overcome Hamlin's deficiencies." 
The Examiner disagrees. Piller is no longer used as a reference for the rejection of 
independent claims 1 , 26, and 30. Since the responses to the first five arguments have 
shown that independent claims 1 , 26, and 30 are rendered obvious, claims 2 and 3 
depend on independent claim 1, claims 27 and 28 depend on independent claim 26, 
and claims 31 and 32 depend on independent claim 30, and no additional arguments 
have been provided for any of these claims then claims 2, 3; 27, 28, 31, and 32 are still 
rendered obvious. 

19. In the tenth argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 on page 17, 
paragraph 2 the Applicants state: 

"Moreover, and as also stated above, Hertzog does not overcome Hamlin's and Piller's 
deficiencies. " 

The Examiner disagrees. Hertzog'teaches the use of sequence numbers. The response 
to the first argument has shown that this is a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which forms the 

basis for an obviousness rejection. The role of Hertzog in the obviousness rejection is 

\ 

defined in the response to the first argument. Since the responses to the first five 
arguments have shown that independent claims 1, 26, and 30 are rendered obvious, 
claims 2 and 3 depend on independent claim 1 , claims 27 and 28 depend on 
independent claim 26, and claims 31 and 32 depend on independent claim 30, and no 
additional arguments have been provided for any of these claims then claims 2, 3, 27, 
28, 31, and 32 are still rendered obvious. 
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20. In the eleventh argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31 , and 32 on page 1 7, 
paragraph 3 the Applicants state: 

"In addition, and as also stated above, Underwood does not overcome Hamlin's, Piller's, 
and Hertzog's deficiencies." 

The Examiner disagrees. Underwood teaches the use of activation indicators, class 
files, markup languages, application names, form names, and version numbers. The 
response to the first argument has shown that this is a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, which 
forms the basis for an obviousness rejection. The role of Underwood in the obviousness 
rejection is defined in the response to the first argument. Since the responses to the first 
five arguments have shown that independent claims 1, 26, and 30 are rendered 
obvious, claims 2 and 3 depend on independent claim 1 , claims 27 and 28 depend on 
independent claim 26, and claims 31 and 32 depend on independent claim 30, and no 
additional arguments have been provided for any of these claims then claims 2, 3, 27, 
28, 31, and 32 are still rendered obvious. 

21. In the twelfth argument for claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32 on page 17, 

paragraph 4 and page 18, paragraph 1 the Applicants state: 

"Also, Kraff does not overcome Hamlin's, Piller's, Hertzog's, and Underwood's 
deficiencies. Kraft merely discloses systems for managing network resources. Like 
Hamlin, Piller, Hertzog, and Underwood, Kraft at least does not disclose the 
aforementioned recitations, rather Kraft is completely silent regarding these recitations. 
Combining Hamlin, Piller, Hertzog, Underwood, and Kraft would not have led to the 
claimed invention because Hamlin, Piller, Hertzog, Underwood, and Kraft, either 
individually or in combination, at least do not disclose the recitation stated above with 
respect to Section I, as included in dependent Claims 2 and 3. Dependent Claims 27, 
28, 31, and 32 each includes similar recitations. Accordingly, dependent Claims 2, 3, 
27, 28, 31, and 32 each patentably distinguishes the present invention over the cited 
art, and Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection of dependent Claims 
2, 3, 27, 28, 31, and 32. 



Application/Control Number: 10/045,436 Page 23 

Art Unit: 2168 

The Examiner disagrees. The responses to the first five arguments have shown that a 
combination of Hamlin, Underwood, and Hertzog render obvious independent claims 1, 
26, and 30. There is no additional requirement that Kraft also render obvious these 
amended independent claims. Since the responses to the first five arguments have 
shown that independent claims 1 , 26, and 30 are rendered obvious, claims 2 and 3 
depend on independent claim 1 , claims 27 and 28 depend on independent claim 26, 
and claims 31 and 32 depend on independent claim 30, and no additional arguments 
have been provided for any of these claims then claims 2, 3, 27, 28, 31 , and 32 are still 
rendered obvious. 

Conclusion 

22. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

23. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Harold E. Dodds, Jr. whose telephone number is 
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(571)-272-41 10. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 - 
4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim T. Vo can be reached on (571)-272-642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

Harold E. Dodds, Jr. 
Patent Examiner 
March 30, 2006 



